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There are various types or forms of unity which may all be

regarded as partial phases of the unity of the universe. There is the

unity of the complex of qualities qualifying the same thing or concrete

individual. There is the unity of space and time or space-time.

There is the teleological unity, exemplified in a living organism.

And there are others which I need not enumerate. It is only with

one of these that I am here directly concerned—the unity of a class

or kind as including its members or instances. What I am going to

mean by the term ' universal ' is either this unity itself, if it is taken

as ultimate, or if it is not taken as ultimate, whatever principle is

supposed to account for it. I mean what Mr. Bosanquet names the

abstract universal in distinction from other forms of unity which he

names concrete universals. The so-called abstract universal is, no

doubt, when considered by itself, relatively superficial and shallow.

None the less, it is vitally important, inasmuch as it is presupposed in

all other forms of unity, so that without it there can be no thought.

Hence the view taken of it by a philosopher essentially contributes to

determine his whole philosophical position.

I hold myself that the unity of a class or kind is quite ultimate, and

that any attempt to analyse it leads to a vicious circle. But this is not

the traditional view, and it is not the view taken by leading philo-

sophers of the present day such as Mr. Bradley, Mr. Bosanquet,

Mr. Bertrand Russell, Mr. McTaggart, and Mr. W. F. Johnson in his

recent admirable work on Logic. According to these writers, quali-

ties and relations, as such, are universals. They are so inasmuch as

the same relation may severally and separately relate distinct sets of

terms, and the same qualities may be common to many distinct
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|Mii licular tluii^. A pltirnlitv «»f jmrticiiliir thmffs ^hjirui;? n cwniimin

tlirtrmtiT, is II loj^icul clits^, »i^'iuliitl Ijy it ^i'MituI Irrin. 'I'lu* ilivtTM.-

jMirtiiiilnrs nrf tin- (iriiotntion, iiiul tlir (imiiiioi) ihumctfr in the ci»n-

nolntion of tlu- p-m ttiI or (linlrilmtive tenn applicalilv ttieiuli meiiilitr

«>f thr ilii.ss. 'i'liijs, thf miit\ of /i i lit-oi or kiinl in n-f^nnliil ii» «lrrivii-

tivi-, not ultimate. It in roiist iluti-*! I)V the itli-ntit\ (»f hoihc chnrmtrr,

Min|ilf or riim[ili X, cluinntfri/in^ tlir thinj^ «lfiiot<<l liy tin- f^nuriil

imiiir. I'lu- i(l« iititv of tin* rlinnut«T is intrrprt- trd ntrHtly uml litinilly.

'I'hi-ri' is n() pltinilitv (»f |mrtirular (jiiiilitit-i rorr«'H|M)ii<linf( to the

phirnlitv of jwirticuhir thiiipi. 'I'hf (((111111011 (jimhty is n-f^Hnliil nn

iiulivisihlv siii«,'le. Two hilliiird hulls uri" lM)lh ntmid nwl MiuH)th.

So fjir lis thi'V urc IkjIIi round, tlu* rouixiiuKs of tin- oiu- \n th«- roiiiid-

iKss of the other, nnd so far as they arc lK)th smooth, the »nicxithiM*«H

of the one is the smoothness of the other. Ahstraet noons as stand

in^ for the (jualitv in its singleness, without refereiicx' to any multi-

plicity of tiling (juulilied hv it, are thus regardcfl as singular term*,

like pro{)er names. If we ask how, for example, shajK'can Ik- i<lenti(al

l)oth in scjuare things and round thing-, the l>est answer is that c»f

Mr. .Johnson, who distinguishes Ixtween indeterininnte and deter-

minate characters. Sha|>e is a single indeterminate character

capahle of Ix'ing variou-lv determine<l as scpiare, round, or triangular.

Similarly for relations. Mv nose is ahove my thin, and Smith's nov

i.s alH)ve Sinith"> ihiu. Hi- nose is distinct from mine, and the .vim i- i-

true of our chins. Hut there is the .single identical relation of ' alxive

and Ik'Iow' which relates both my nose to my chin and his nose to his

chin. The question whether relations arc or arv not characters pn-

dicahle of things is not here relevant. In order, however, to explain

mv language in what follows, I nmy .say that I hold them to Ix: pri-tli-

cahlc characters. I agree entirely with Mr. Johnson's treatment of

the (piotion in his clm[)ter on Relations. ' My nose is alxivc my

chin ' means ' ntv nose is tomv chin as alK)ve to Ixlow, the nose being

above and the chin Ix-low ".

This whole dtxrtrine which I have roughly outline<l, of the single-

ness of characters, whether rpialities or relations, seems to me funda-

mentally wrong. A character characterizing a concrete thing or

individual is as particular as the thing or individual which it charar-

tcrizcs. Of two billiard balN, ea( h has its own particular roundness

separate and distinct from that of the other, just as the billiard balls

themselves arc distinct and separate. As Jones is separate and di-tin(t

from Robinson, so the particular happiness (jf .Tones is separate and

distinct from that of Rol)inson. What Iheu do we mean when we say,
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for instance, that roundness is a character common to all billiaid

balls? I answer that the phrase 'common character '' is elliptical.

It really signifies a certain general kind or class of characters. To say

that particular things share in the common character is to say that

each of them has a character which is a particular instance of this

kind or class of characters. The particular instances are distributed

amongst the particular things and so shared by them. It is true that

the term 'class' tends in ordinary usage to be applied to classes of things,

whereas such words as 'kind' or 'sort' are naturally applied also to

qualities and relations. My point is that these terms all express the

same ultimate form of unity, the distributive unity which compre-

hends what are for that reason called members of a class, instances or

examples of a sort or kind. To define a general term exclusively by

reference to classes of things, therefore, involves a vicious circle. There

is no generality in substances which is not entirely derivative. It is

wholly constituted by the generality of the adjectives which qualify

them, and the generality of adjectives does not consist ultimately

in possessing common adjectives.

Abstract nouns are, on my view, not singular but general terms.

Shape, for example, stands for ' all shapes as such \ and squareness

stands for all square shapes as such. On the other hand, the shape of

the table at which I am now writing is a singular term. Abstract

nouns supply the appropriate verbal form for naming qualities and

relations when they are to be themselves characterized by other

(jualities and relations, as when we say that ' human happiness is

transient'. Adjectives and verbs supply the appropriate verbal form

for attributing characters to things. The statement found in some

text-books of Logic that adjectives are not names of qualities but of

the things they qualify is, of course, nonsense.

The position that characters are as particular as the concrete

things or individuals M'hich they characterize, is common to me and

the nominalists. But I di<ler from them essentially in maintaining

that the distributive unity of a class or kind is an ultimate and un-

analysable type of unity. The nominalists, on the contrary, say that

it can be explained through the relation of resemblance. This view

seems to me entirely indefensible. Distributive unity is signified by

such words as ' all ',
' every', ' any ', ' some ', and the indefinite article.

Can the meaning of these words be stated adecjuately in tern)s of

resemblance ? This is plainly impossible. Consider the exam))le

'all triangles'. It may be said that this means all shapes that

resemble each other in a certain respect. But such fornmlas pre-



I THoCTI.DIVCN or Tin- liini I-H .\(\\T)FMY

suppOM- that thi' w(»nl ' all ' Ims n inuaiiin^ of tin own thnt rnnnot Ik*

r«(liirtMl to irlHtiiinH ot" similarity. It i> prt-riM-ly tht* t-oiu-rpt of

(li.strihdtivi- iinitv which rriiiHitif uiii-xphiiiieil. The notiiiiiahht

cntirvlv f/iiU to sh(>\* hi)\T \sc < nn think of a fluAs or kiiul an a wholi*

without M-ttin^ out Ixfon- (»iir niiiui cuth one f)f its inrnilH-ni or

insluiici's so as to (list-orn rt'lations of .siinihiritv In'twifji thi-ni. Yet

lu" cjiiiiiot h< Ip tacitlv ii-ssiiiniiij^ thfit this is !iot n-<piire«l for (»iir

npprthfiision of the rhiss as a whole. Berkeley, for example, wiys

that wi' fake a ^'ivi-n particular triangle as represeiitiiif^ all other

fij^ures which reseinhle it in a certain res|)itt. Hut this in noiisciiM-,

unless we lan think of all the other figures a.s one total ol)ji-<t without

sevi'rally apprehending^ cjich of them or indeed any «»iie of them.

^^'h.•lt a^'ain is meant by re.Hemhlance in a ccrtnin rcj*jKtt .-' In what

resprtt must fl^ureK resemhle each other to l)e classtil a.s triangles .''

Shall we .say 'by iK-iug emlo.se<i by three lines'.'' The answer Jh a

^oikI one if we .sup|K)se that three side<lness is a single <jiiality indi-

visii)ly present in the plurality of things which it (jualilies. liul

nt)minulism i.s based on a denial of this |K)sition. Hence in the mouth

of the nominalist the answer can only mean that the (ipircs must

resemble each other inasnnich a.s they are all trian;.jles— inasmuch as

they are all members of the class ' triangular figures \ This is plainly

a vicious circle, when what requires to l)e explained is preci»»ely the

meaning of the words ' class ' or ' kind \

How then, it ninv Ix' asked, are relations of reseniblance conncrto<l

with the distributive unity of a class or kind .•' My own view is

briefly as follows. A relation considered as subsisting lx}twe<'n terms

presupjK)ses some complex unity within which Inith the terms at»d

relations fall. This complex unity is the fuuiUivtcntum rclatimiis.

For example, a relation of*abo\eand IkIow ' as .sul^si.sting lx;twe<'n

a and h j)resupposcs a spatial complex including l)oth a and h and the

sjvitial relation lx.tween them. In like manner, resemblance pre-

.supposes a complex unity of the peculiar type which I call the

distributive unity of a class. The juime holds for di.ssinjilarity so far

as this admits of degrees, as between colours, and does not amount to

disparity which makes comparison impossible, a.s iK-twcen colours and

sounds. The unity of the complex as a whole ought not to Ix" con-

fusei] with relations between terms. Thus the resemblance is always

between members of a class of things or particular instances of a kind

of quality. The unity of the class or kind as a whole is not a rela-

tion at all. It is what, with Mr. Johnson'^ permission, I should like

to call a ' tie
'

—

^fuudanicntum nkitionis.
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Agreeing with the nominalist that characters are as particular as

the things or substances they characterize, the inference I draw from

this thesis is not that there really are no universals, but that the

universal is a distributive unity. I have now to defend this thesis and

consider some of the implications.

It will be convenient to begin with characters which consist in

transient states, acts, or processes, e.g. a sneeze, the flight of a bird,

the explosion of a mine. These are so obviously particular that they

present a special difficulty for those who hold that qualities and rela-

tions are, as such, universals. The difficulty is so pressing that it has

driven more than one recent writer to assert that transient states or

acts are substances, not characters of substances. Mr. McTaggart,

for example, after defining a substance as that which has qualities or

relations but is not itself a quality or relation, writes as follows

{Nature of Existence, p. 73) :
' A sneeze would not usually be called

a substance, nor would a party at whist, nor all red-haired arch-

deacons. But each of the three complies with our definition, since

each of them has qualities and each is related without being a quality

or relation \ Mr. McTaggart's definition is defective. If we are not

to ignore a fundamental and relevant distinction we must add to it

that a substance must be a particular existence and not a universal.

This excludes the red-haired archdeacons. We may pass the whist

party, considered as a group of nien sitting at a table and playing a

game. A sneeze is certainly particular. But it is equally certain

that it is not a substance, even according to McTaggarfs definition.

It may indeed have characters predicated of it : it may be violent and

inconvenient. But it is also a character predicable of something else,

the particular man who sneezes. It has its being only in its con-

crescence with the other qualities and relations of the concrete indi-

vidual while he is sneezing. The sneeze cannot continue to exist in

however altered a form apart from the sneezer, as a hand or eye may

when severed from the body. Similarly, when Mr. Johnson says that

a flash of liiihtnintj: is a substance, I admit that this is true of the

lightning, while it flashes but not of the flashing of the lightning.

We may then assume that at least a large and important group of

characters are as particular as the substances which they characterize.

Is this true of all qualities and relations ? It must be so, because there

is no distinction of substances as separate particulars which does not

involve a corresponding distinction of their characters as separate

particulars. I apprehend two billiard balls as separate substances,

inasmuch as each is taken to be in a separate place. One is here and

x M
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thf (iflur thrro on the mirfnrc of Ihr hillianl tnltlr. How «mi 1 know

urMipiKK^o tliis iml«**is I km»w nr mi|»|h»m- tlint tlir KMiniinrh-., ^nxMith-

IUH.S, uikI whiUiu«s.H of tin- on.- Imll Is ItKiiily M'|Mirttle from tlien>inHl-

MtvH, MiUMtlliiicvt, anil wliit«iMs> of thr otIiiT, atul tlmt tlir rrlftti«)li of

omtiut Ih.'Iwii'H tlitonr Iwill and tin- i lotli i.-. IikaIIv MjMirutf from tli«-

contart U'twot'ii tlu- otlirr Iwiil and tlir < lotli ?

It IwiNlK-fM ol»H'rlr<l that what >> nally the- immo iiuIiviHihIc quiility

niav none thf U>s a|»|H'ar Mparati-ly in (lifhrciit tinn-s and plurt**.

'IMhii- is hrrr, I think, a siriotis (onfu-^ion Im twf«ii two M-nMrn of thf

\M)nl 'a|>|>i-ar\ Wf sav that sonulhin;^ nia\ a|>|M;ir to In what it 1%

nt)t. So usr<l, a[»|)t arin;; is synonymous with MHinin;^. Hut w<- also

>HV nut th.it sonuthin^ appiars or M-cms to exist, or to Im- this «irtlwil,

hut simplv that it a|)|Kars, nunnin^' that it is an actual a|i|)arition«

that it is actually j)rrscntc(l or ^'iycn in ('X|HTicncc. In this hcum.*,

nothini; can rcallv a|)|K?ar except wlmt really is and nally Ih ax it

apiK-ars. I may, in douhle vision, have two ima<;es of a single camlle

Hame. 'I'lure then a|)|Kar or seem to Ik- two can<lle thimis, whentis

in fact there is only one. Ihit the visual presenUtions not (Mily

anptar or .-eini to ixist and he separate. Hoth they and their

si'paration really appear, are rculjy presented or given, and must

tluntore reallv exist. It is only iKcause the imnp:cs really exiNt

and are really separate that there appear or seem to U- two Hames.

Now, when it is said that, for instance, the hrightness of one light

appears separately froni ti»e hrightness of another, what is meant is

simple ap|K*arance and not seeming. This must Ixj so, because the

sepjirate appearance is biken a-s explaining ht>w tlie (pmlitie> may

seem to l)e sejjarate though they are not, ju^t as the douhle ima^e

explains why the single candle Hame sc ents lo he douhle. Hut the

explanation refutes itself. If the (pialities of separate thiiwgs really

njipear -separately, and if their .separateness really appears. <lnii they

reallv are separate, and do not merely seem to Ix; so.

I may restate my general argument in another way. \\ hatever

view may Ik- held of the distinction of a suhstance from its (ju.ilitie.s,

it is almo.st universally admittid that the sul)stance is nothing apart

from its (piililies. Mr. .Mc'l'aggart makes this proj>osition the lutsi.s

of an arguuKMit to show that suhstances c.innot be diverse without

Ix'ing in some resjKct dissimilar. In this he may he right. But the

sjime principle .seems also to lead to a conclusion wjiich he would

reject, that (|ualities are distinct particulars, just as substances are.

It substance is nothing apart from its qualities, to know the su>)stancc

without knowing its (pialities is to know nothing.
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It follows that we cannot distinguish substances from each other

without discerning a corresponding distinction between their qualities.

It follows also that if the distinction of the substances is not pre-

conditioned by any discerned dissimilarity between their qualities, the

qualities must be primarily known as separate particulars, not as

universals. The universals will be involved only inasmuch as they are

particulars of the same general sort or kind. Now in looking, let us

say, at a sheet of white paper, I am able to discern the several parts

of the paper without discerning qualitative unlikeness between each

part and every one of the others. Even if I am aware of qualitative

unlikeness between one part and some other part I can clearly recog-

nize that this is not the primary ground of the distinction between

them. Whether I suppose the unlikeness to be great or almost im-

perceptible or quite absent, diversity is still discernible. Indeed if it

were not presupposed, there could be no question of likeness or un-

likeness. Nor can we say that each part is distinguishable by its

distinctive relations to other parts. For in order that one particular

may be known as related in the required way to other particulars, it

is a logical precondition that it shall itself be known as one particular

among others.

In this argument I have assumed that a thing is nothing apart

from its characters, and that therefore there can be no knowledge of it

which is not knowledge of its characters. But Mr. Bertrand Russell

and, I believe, Mr. Moore reverse this reasoning. According to

them, knowledge of a thing as in any way characterized, is only

knowledge about it, and presupposes a logically prior and indepen-

dent knowledge of the things themselves, which they call acquaintance.

Hence they would argue that inasmuch as things can be known

independently of any knowledge of their characters, it cannot be

true, as I have assumed, that they are nothing apart from their

characters. Mere acquaintance with a thing is supposed to involve

no apprehension of anything which could possibly be predicated of

it. What is known in this way cannot be expressed in words. I am

acquainted with a colour presentation while it is being presented,

and with a toothache while I am feeling it. If, however, I am aware

of the toothache as being painful or intense, or as felt, or as existing,

or as mine, or as beginning, persisting, or ceasing, or as in any way

distinct from or connected with anything else, or even as being

* something or other ', such awareness is knowledge about the tooth-

ache and not merely acquaintance with it. Acquaintance with the

toothache consists in the fact that it is felt, not in knowledge of this

M i^
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or luiv (<th< r fad. A<-«niaiiitaiu-f with n «<>loiir prcMMitntinn r«n»i%t'»

III flic f)u t tlwil i( i> |in •«« iitol, iii)t III kinJ^liilj^i- t»f tliiit fiU't or «»f

HIIV otluT.

I do not at all iNnilit tliiif wlmt is lurr rnllctl artjimititaiui- ffnlly

exists. Willioul it tlurr ran In im know li<lj^'i- ; for if wt- w«Tf not

m'jjiiniiititl with some things wr touM not know nn\ tiling. It is

what 1 havi" ouIUmI intiial apjHarrtiKf a». tli>titi^iii>lu"<l from •Mcniiii^.

It fOiistituti*s the rndicfil nuaiiin^ of the wonl • cX|XTicncc ' wliirh

«^ivcs (listinctivf vi^iiilicaiu-f to all its otluT ajipiicatioii'*. It is wlint^

following Mr. Hradlcv, I have l)cfn accii>toinc(l to mil inmieilinto

cxjK'ritiUL'. Hut it cannot, I think, he projKrly regarded a.s know-

le<lgc. It is true that I (uii know alM»ut a tootlwiche while I am

nrtuallv exjK'rieneing it, jls I cannot know alwiut it while I am not

experiencing it. And we niav pcrh.ips call this \\av of knowing,

knowhdge hy ac()uaiiitance. Still, the knowledge is only kn«)wKdgc

ahoiit, and is distinct from the mcjuaintance which conditions it.

How, indeed, can we know anything, if it is supposed that we know

absolutely nothing alK)ut it ?

Let us, luiwever, for the sake of argument, concede that actjiiain-

tance, as such, is knowledge. There is still no ground for regarding

it as a knowledge nurely of things, apart from their (jualities and

relations. It is true, indeed, that we «lo not know alnnit the <jualitie>

and relations when we aie merely acquainted with them. ^Ve do

not know that they exi-t or what they are. ^^'l• do not distinguish

them tVom ea( li other or from the things they characterize.

If rea.sons of this sort jirove that we do not know the fjualities

they prove equally that we do not know the thing (jualifiwi.

For in mere accjuaintance, we do not know that the thing cxi.sLs or

what it is: we do not distinguish it from other things or from its

(pialities. If we can know the thing in this blind way, then in the

same blind way we (an know its characters. If we intpiire what in

mere ac(iuaintance we are ac(|uainted with, mere ac(|uaintaiice itself,

l)eing blind and dumb, can suj)plv no answer. The answer must be

sought in analytic judgements which involve knowledge about. But

these judgements neyer reveal a mere thing aj)art from its characters,

but always the thing a.s in some way characterized. Both for mere

acquaintance with things and tor knowKdge al)out them the principle

holds good that a substance, being nothing apart from its adjectives,

cannot be known apart from them.

At this point, we are confronted by the ultimate question, \N'Tiat

ib the distinction between a substance on the one hanfl, and its
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(jiiiilitics uiul relations on the other? To me only one view a[)|K'arH

teiiul)le. A subNtanre is a complex unity of an alto<;etlier ultimate

and ixjculinr type, includin;^ within it all chaijac-ters truly predicahle

of it. To be truly predituible of it is to be contained within it. The

distinctive unity of such a complex is concreteiiess. Characters of

concrete things are particular, but not concrete. What is concrete

is the whole in which they coalesce with each other. This view of

substance as a complex unity, when coupled with the doctrine that

(|Ualities and relations are universals, leads naturally, if not inevitably,

to the denial of an ultimate plurality of substances. This is the litie

of thought which we find in Mr. Bradley and Mr. Bosanquet.

Ueality must be concrete and individual ; the individual cannot be

constituted by any mere union of universals. Yet if we inquire what

so-called finite individuals are, we find nothing but qualities and

relations, which, as such, are taken to be universals. Hence, the

true individual transcends the grasp of finite thought. There can be

only one substance, the absolute and individual whole of being ; all

finite existences including finite selves are merely sidjectives of this.

If taken Jis ultimate they are mere appearances.

On the other hand, those who maintain that there is an ultimate

plurality of substances, and yet hold that characters are, as such,

universals, seem logically bound to deny that a substance is the

complex unity of all its qualities and relations. Thus Mr. McTaggart,

who occupies tliis position, asserts in his Unity of ExistencCy ch. v,

that the complex unity is itself oidy a complex adjective, and there-

fore presupposes a subject ultimately distinct from itself. I have

elsewliere criticized this view on the ground that it makes the whole

being of substance consist in its relatedness to something else, to the

characters which characterize it. Mr. McTaggart now replies that

when, for instance, 'Smith is said to be happy', the fact that he is

happy is the primary fact, and the fact that he is related to the

quality of happiness is only derivative (p. 70). But this leaves my

ditliculty untouched. What Mr. McTaggart calls the primary fact,

the iiappy Smith, is, according to him, a complex containing two

existences ultimately (juite distinct from each other, the substance,

on the one hand, and, on the other, all characters predicable of it.

But two ilistinct existences within a complex can only be connected

by a relation; and the relation in this case can be no other than

what is directly expressed in such propositions as 'Smith is happy \

Mr. McTaggart also diiectly attacks the alternative view that the

substance is the complex unity comprehending what for that reason



10 rH()(i:i.i)iN(.> (U nil. hkih-h acadkmv

arc (h1U«1 it^ (Imnutrrs. riiAirtiiiuiti I y lii« nrguiiunt ntnrts with

II mi«un«lcr-.t«n«liM^. 'U llll^^ Ik- •uiys * l>cfn maintAiiuHl thnt wc

shrtll, if wr takr tlu- T\'^U\ \uv>, Ix- tihlr to ilisjx-ii*o with thf ron-

ri'ption of Mil)«<tnMtt' and ii«.«- «>iil\ thr coiici'jjtiori of <nmhttn.' Thii

is ctTtainlv not \>li'it I tnkr t<» Ix- th«- ri^ht view For im-, the

ronrrvte i-oinpli-x rtintMiiiiii^ all thr rharactcrs of n tliinj^ ii not

a rhnrncttT Imt the thini,' itvlf. To viv timt the ^IMlu^^ve complex

must it.M^'lf Ik' n predienhlo ehiirarter, i» like Haying that a tnan^'le mimt

Ik- the aide of h triangle, that the cIaah 'hordes' must U- n hopkc.

What remains of Ntr. MrTajxgart's arpnnent, after we have allowerl

for such misunderstanding, amounts only to this that a proj>oj«ition

sinh as 'Smith is h.ii»i)v
"

( aiinot , willumt absurdity, Ix? formulatwl

in the IrtULCuagr of mv theory. We cannot, he ur^s, a.s.scrt of the

complex comj)risin^,' all ( haractern pre<lical)le of Smith that this

complex is happv. We cannot. Hut this renderinj^ of 'Smith in

hapjjv' is not mine. Mine would rather Ik-: 'The concrete unity

including the character of l)eing known hy the name of Smith al>o

includes the character of being happv.' This, I take it, is preciacly

what is meant bv asserting that Smith is haj)py. The formula given

bv MiTfiggart itself nee<ls to l)e transhitetl in terms of my the<jry.

So translate<l it would run:—'The complex including all the cha-

racters of Smith includes, l>esides these, another character of Smith,

that of l)cing hni)py.'' This is nonsense. But in my view there is

no reason why it should \)c sense.

TlRie still remains one question which I have not yet consideretl,

though it is of vital im}>ortance to my general argument. If I am

right, what is meant bv a character common to a class of things is

a general kind of character of which a j)articular instance charac-

terizes each memlKT of the class. It follows that the logical division

of a wider class into mutually exclusive sulK-lasses mcording to

the same fundament urn divisionis is jK)s8ible only through a corre-

sj)onding division of a wider class of characters into sulxlasses of

characters. This view is, of course, (piite incompatible with the

position of those who regard a cominon character as a single quality

or relation indivisibly belonging to each and all of the things it

characterizes. Have thev any alternative explanation? I know of

no other than that which is offered in ch, xi of Mr. Johnson's I^gic,

on 'The Determinable'.

Mr. Johnson begins bv comparing the propositions 'Red is a

colour' antl ' Tlato is a man". He iiKjuires whether Red is a.s.serted

to be a memb( 1 of a class called ' colours \ as Plato is asserteil to l>e
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a member of the class ' men \ He simply takes for granted without

discussion, that redness at any rate, if not colour, is a singular terui,

standing for a single quality and not for a general kind of qualities.

He thus, from my point of view, partially begs the question at issue

from the outset. In his way of dealing even with the problem as he

himself formulates it, there seems to be a similar petitio principiL

He decides that ' colours ' does not stand for a class of which redness

is a member. The sole reason which he gives is that whereas l*lato,

i\n- example, is recognized as a man through the quality of humanity

connnon to him and other men, it is not true that red is recognized

as a colour through a quality distinct from itself and common to it

and other colours such as blue and yellow. But this is merely to

assert, what is in any case evident, that inasmuch as substances are

not (jualities, classes of substances are not classes of (jualities. On

any view, the division of substances into classes is in some way

dependent on a corresponding distinction between their adjectives.

It presupposes that, in some sense, a plurality of things share in

a common character. The only question is, what is meant by their

sharing in a comnjon character ? I take this to mean that each is

characterized by a particular instance of a general kind or class of

characters. We may if we choose apply the term class exclusively

to general kinds of substances. But the real question is whether the

words ' kind' and 'class ' stand for the same ultimate type of distributive

unity, which is found in substance, only because and so far as it is

found in their characters, and cannot therefore be ultimately different

for substances and for characters.

This is not Mr. Johnson's view. Does he ofl'er any tenable alterna-

tive ? Instead of the distinction between general and particular, and

between more and less general, he would in dealing with characters

substitute the distinction of the determinal)le and the completely or

relatively deternunate. 'To predicate colour or sltape of an object "",

he says, ' obviously characterizes it less determinately than to predicate

of it red or circular ; hence the former adjective may be said ... to

be indeterminate as compared with the latter.'

There is certainly a sense in which this distinction is valid and

useful. If I know or consider merely the fact that somelliing is a

coloin-, this does not determine what special sort of colour it is.

Tiiis is determined only by further prop()siLi()ns in which it is asserted

to be red or to be blue. So understood, the distinclion is relative

to the knowing mind. It is what Mr. Johnson calls ' epistemic '.'

' 'J'he proper form is ' rpistciiioiiic ', but tlie barbariviii is convenient.
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III this sciiM- I »iin iiiNM-lt |ir» jwirtil to usv the tirint lU-tiTiiiiiinlile aiul

(ietcriniiKitc. Hut in this m-iix* the diktiiK-tioii in npplirnhle to »ul>-

htniicfs »«. wi-U UN udji-clixeH. If I eoiisider Mimethiiif^ merely n»

Ikmii^ nil uiiinml, thi» Itnvc.H uiuieteriiiinttl the (juetttiuii whether it id

u in()ii!u.- or H niiiii.

Mr. .lohiiMin. of foun»e, meiiiH fnr more thnn thin. For him the

ri lutioii of ill tenniimhle is constitutive, not merely e|»inteiiionic. It

is a rehitioii iMtweeii ijuiilities as such ; ami for (jURUtii*s it take* the

phicc of the (listimtioM Ix-twifii def^reeN of ^enerftlity which in

siipjx»se<l to hold oiilv for substnncrs. Accordinj^ to .lohiison, colour

is not H f^cniTdl kind of ([nHJitv comprising rcnineHs r«i r ftul)-kiiKl.

On thf fontiJirv. colour and n-dness are Ixith singular, each standing

tor a sint^lc positive ipiality. Colour, he tells us 'though it in

iiuU'terniinatc, is, inetaphoricnily sj)caking, that from which the

sj>ecific determinates, red, yellow, green, &c., emanate; while from

shape emanate another completely difl'erent series of determinates

such as trianj^ular, square, octagonal, ^:c. '1 hus our idea of this or

that determinable ha.s a distinctly positive context, which would Ix.*

quite ina(le(|uati'lv representisl by the word indeterminate.' On this

view the proposition * red is a colour"" means that a single positive

quality red is related to another positive quality colour by a |)eculiar

relation appropriately named that of a determinate to its determin-

able. Now it seems to me that Mr. Johnson has not only failed to

-show that there is such a relation, but that he has also, in the course

of his argument, suggeste<l a cogent reason for denying it. He

points out very clearly that rc<l is not recognized as a colour through

any quality distinct from itself and shared in common by it and all

colours, as redness is shared by all red things. As he puts it,

'the several colours . . . arc given the same name colour, not on the

ground of anv partial agreement, but on the ground of a sjx^cial kind

of difference which distinguishes one colour from another.' I would

add that there is a peculiar kind of resemblance as well a.s of

(iiflerence. The point is that red and yellow do not resemble each

other in one character and differ in another. 'I'he rcsjK-ct in which

they are alike, i. e. colour, is also the respect in which they are dis-

similar. The same holds for squareness and roimdness. As the late

Professor Cook Wilson used to .say, '.square shape is not stjuareness

plus shape ; squareness itself is a special way of l^eing a shape.'

Are considerations of this sort inconsistent with my view that

redness is a subclass of the more general class ' colour ' as red things is

a subclass of coloured things .' There would be an inconsistency only
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if it could be shown that a red thing is distinguished from a yellow

thing not merely by its colour but by some other character. But, as

Mr. Johnson himself expressly points out, this is not so. In the

logical division of a class of things into subclasses, the fiiruiamentum

divmonis is always a determinable adjective predicated of every

member of the class divided ; and the subclasses are always dis-

tinguished by determinates of this determinable. It is true, indeed,

that a concrete thing is, or implies, the concrete union of many

characters which are not related to each other as determinable and

determinate. Hence it is possible to select this or that indeterminate

adjective, simple or complex, as a basis of division. Thus we divide

books according to their size or according to their binding. But

a subclass is never distinguished by the presence or absence of a fresh

adjective which is not indeterminately applicable to all members of

the wider class. When we divide books into bound or unbound, the

fimdamentum is the status of books as regards binding ; the term

unbound has a positive meaning as applied to books which it would

not have if applied to coals or candles.

There is nothing in these statements which is not fully accounted

for if we suppose that the distinction of general and particular and of

degrees of generality in things is constituted by, and therefore

presupposes, a precisely corresponding distinction of general and

particular, and of degrees of generality in adjectives. On the

other hand, Mr. Johnson's view is not really self consistent. Assum-

ing as he does that redness is a singular term, und denying that

colour is a class including rednesss as a member, he is bound to

regard colour also as a singular term. As such it can only stand for

a single quality, just as redness stands for a single quality. What,

then, can be meant by saying that red, green, or blue are colours ?

What is asserted cannot be that each is identical with colour. For

they would, then, be identical with each other. We seem compelled

to say that redness is in part identical with colour and in part

different. It must be a complex including the indeterminate quality

colour which is equally present in blue and green, and also a deter-

mining quality which distinguishes it from blue and green. But as

Mr. Johnson has himst^lf shown, this is untrue. There is no deter-

mining quality which makes the determinable determinate. We must,

therefore, give up the initial assumption that redness and colour are

singular terms.

They are both general, i.e. distributive terms. Redness, considered

as a completely determinate general term, stands for the distributive

unity of particular reds. To be a particular red is to be either this,



14 rii()(i:i.i)iN(.> (ii TIM iiuiii.^ii ac:ai)1,m\

thnl, or tin- <hIui |m!ti(iiiar mstaiin- of rcilnesu. lt«tliK*«« in

^fiunil i> lompriM'tl within n more romprehi'tiHivf unity <nlliil

'colour ill ^iiunil '. wliiili nUo roinpriscs yellowncM ami hlin-

nrvs. llvi'iv |)Hrti( iiliur imf jince of rnliietiN is u p/irtitulKr iiiNljiiicx'

of colour. Colour in p-m-nil is notliiii^ l)ut the dintrihu-

tive unifv (»f its sjKridi- sul)-kiiiil->, JunI ii-h these are iiltinifttely

the tlistrihutive iinilv of their |w»rti(uUir iiiHtanci-s. To l)e

a piirtituhir (•»)l()ur is to he n piirtit iihir exiimple citfur of thi^,

thnt, or the other s[K.viHl kiinl of colour. The wonU ' cither, or

in.irk till- tlistrihutive tie, and exclude the (onceptioii ol colour an

H sini^le though indi'teriiiiiiate (jualit v.

'Ihe ilistiiiotion of the detirininalile and its det<riiiiiiutes, thou^di it

prt'sup|M)ses gvnerulity, has none the le*s, ii-s I saitl Ik'Ioiv, its own

pjju-e anil value if we re<;ard it not as constitutive hut epistenionic.

In [Mirtiiular it is iin|M)rtant in considering' the nature of |)ro|M>siti«»n».

I h;ive included this topic in iii\ title. Hut I have left inyM'lf so little

time, that I must bect)ntint uilh a hrief indication of what I intendi-d

to sjiv about it.

A proixisitioii, wh.iteviT i Ise it iiiav 1m-, is >oiiu-l hin:,' |itcip<)s<-d or

set Ufore the mind a.s the object of certain Mibjeclivi- pnKi-sM-> -

(|ucstionitii:, doublin<;, assertinj^, suppo^inj,', and also practical dt lilK'm-

tioii and diiision. Ik-liet and will do not ni'cessarily coiisi>t in such

j)rocessts. I may be aware of myself as sitting at a table and writing,

without mentally n.ssorting that this isso,and without at all «pi<stioii-

ing whether it is so or not Theix- is knowlc<lge alxiut things \Hthout

nny explicit mental act of judging. Similarly, I may voluntanly

shake hands with a friend withoutaiiythoughtofdoiiigotherwi.se,

and therefore without choosing or deciding to shake hands. What is

tliu> taken for granted constitutes a vjist and vague background from

which propositions emerge here and there.

.Nothing takes shaj)eius a proposition, either theoretical or practical,

unit ss it is in .some way .suggested, however transiently, that from

.some general {)oint of view it may or iiiight Ik- otherwi.se. If the

thought of its lx.'ing otherwise is prolonged, there is questioning or

practiail hesitAtion. If it is still further prolonge<l, and flevelopetJ in

detail, there is doubt or delil)eration. Thus we may say that a pro-

position i- apprehended a.s a ])os>ible alternative. What then is an

altenialive .? There are two meanings of the word, distinct though

inseparable. In one sense an alternative is such only rcl itively to the

variable knowled^'c and interest of the individual. Hut this pre-

supposes that the objective univenie is so constituted as to present

alternatives to the knowint: and willing mind. Tl)».ir existence is
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ultimately implied in the existence of general classes or kinds, of

generalities as the distributive unity of particular instances and

subclasses. To have shape is to have this, that, or the other special

sort of shape. This holds good whether or not some one knows which

special shape the thing in fact has. Even when the thing is known

or believed to Im scjuare it is still true that it is either square or round

or octagonal or so forth. But a mind interested in knowing what the

specific shape is, and already knowing it to be square, need not and

does not concern itself with the existence of other alternatives, unless

it is suggested, for example, by the words or behaviour of other

persons. Otherwise the proposition that the thing is square will not

occur to it at all. In mere supposition, the mind attends to the

nature and implications of an alternative as .such, ignoring, either pro-

visionally or entirely, the question whether it is realized or to be

realized. Consider the following. ' If I get this post I shall have no

time for research work.' ' If I had been appointed to that post,

I should have had no time for research work."" ' If there had beeti no

carbon there would have been no organic life.' ' If there were no in-

compatible qualities, the logical law of contradicticm would have no

application.' These are all propositions about what, from some more

or less general point of view, is an alternative possibility. They are

propositions which have a proposition as their subject. They rarely

occur where the alternative is already known or fully believed to be

realized, or where it has already been practically decided that it shall

be realized. On the contrary, they occur frequently where it is known

that the alternative is not, and is not to be, realized. They are then

called fictions.

This view implies that there really are alternative possibilities.

Now, in the most natural and common use ot language the real and

possible are correlated and opposed in such wise that it is as absurd

to say that the possible qua possible is real, as it is to say that what

is above is, as such, below. None the less, possibilities as such are not

mere inventions of the understanding, or mere appearances. They

really exist. Their existence is not merely p()s^ible. When a man

has to choose between death and apostasy, these alternatives are really

conUiined in the general situation with which he is confronted. But

only one of them is realized. Which of them it shall be depends on

the man himself. Only determinism gone mud could ileny that, to

this extent, there is free-will.

The meaning of the adjectives ' true 'and ' false \ in their ordinary

use, presupposes the conception of the proposition as an alternative.

Alternatives are such oiilv in relation to some real fad. One of
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them, Hiitl vOuii tluv an- (iilly ili'>titi^ui>>lu-<l, iiut iitun- tluui (in<*, it

idiiilu'dl \Mtli the n-itl fiitt. A |irii|M>si(iiMi in Inir wlini it i<« itlciitirnl

with the rvnlietti iilttTiiiitiM-. 'I'u HnMrrt, tlviiVt ilt'uht, ur i>(I|i|jum.' tlint

thi"* nllrnwilivr in rt'Ali/til, in to (lAMTt, iK-nv, «lmiht, <ir i»u{j|h>ik- wlmt

is true. 'I'he uiin-iiliziil ulteniiitiviti nre fnlM- pr(i|M><titic>tiK.

Of unirM- the (Ii>tiiK-tiuii Ijet^een tnith and fiil>itv h(»l<U n\^t fc»r

the iimrticuhite donmiii of ««hnt ih nien-lv taken for gmnti-d. Htit it

in only so fjir ns (dternativcA nrf a|»j)n*hen«le<l a« hiicli, i.e. at» |»ru-

|H)siHon.s, that we IxTonie axMire of the distinetion : then onlv can wc

iHinsidcr and examine ('on){M'tin^ elaini» to truth. Kvcn nt thin ntage

our avsfrtion>, denials, and chmhts are, on tin- nio^t ini|M)rta>it nintten,

eonditioned and conlrdllid l)v a va«t iMitk^round of what is merely

tuktii t"or L,'rantni. It in this Imck^round there is an\ thing whieh is

iiu-aj):d)U', front anv j)oint of vii-w, «)f U-in^ apprehendeii a.s an altenin-

tivi«, then, thoiij^h it inav In- transeendt-ntiv imjMjrtanL, wi- ran never

Ik- aware ot" it »l-> a j»ri»j)<)-.iti«)n so o-s to express it in language ajid

disfuss it.

A word in i()nilii>ion on tlic naUi|)hy>iial bearings of the logical

doftrine of univorsals.

I have alreailv indicated how the j)hilo>oj)hv of those who main-

tain the unity of the universe is idfcctcd l»v the view that mnvcrsalH

are qualities and relations. But it plays an ecjually in)jH)rt«nt jwirt

with Mr. KusscU, for whom there is no unixerse, but only an iTidelinite

Hj(i,'regate of disjointcMl items, each conceivably capal)le of existing by

itself. As an integral part of this theory, he di.sjoins particulars and

universals as two intrinsically independent realms of existence. He
finds it possible to do this Ixrause, for him, (jualitic-^ and relations

arc, as such, universals. Inasmuch as they are universnU. they cannot

in any n^.iv form part of the King of the particular things which they

(pialify or relate. On the otlur hand, in.vsmuch as thev ure ijualities

and ie!ation«i, they cannot contain the particular things, ('hamcter*

c.innot contain what they characterize. It follows that the domain of

loncrete things and individuals in its own intritisic l)cing falls entirely

aj)art from the domain of universals in their intrinsic being. From

this jxjint of view, we can understand Mr. KusscH's distinction Iwtween

nct|uaintancc with things and knowledge alxiut them, and his still

more jwrplexitig distinction between knowledge about and knowletlge

by description.

Plainly, the nature of general and abstract ideas is a topic which

has the .s^ime philosophical importance now that it harl for Berkeley ;

and however defective his treatment of it vas, some things which he

said deserve to be rejjcated even now - though with a difference.
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